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War  is  the  ultimate  rejection  of  God's  creation 


As  the  U.S.  government  prepares  to  expand  its  mili¬ 
tary  action  against  Iraq  into  a  preemptive  war  for 
regime  change,  we  call  on  our  policymakers  and  the 
world  community  to  employ  peaceful  strategies  to 
address  the  problems  of  terrorism,  weapons  of  mass 
destruction,  and  abusive  regimes. 

We  issue  this  call  from  a  place  of  faith,  convinced 
that  war  -  no  matter  what  the  proposed  justification 
-  is  the  ultimate  rejection  of  God's  creation.  We 
affirm  our  belief  in  the  ways  of  peace  as  the  most 
effective  means  to  counter  threats  of  violence  and 
achieve  lasting  security  for  all  the  world's  people. 

We  seek  to  listen,  engage  in  dialogue,  and  support 
Members  of  Congress  and  the  Administration  as 
they  face  the  arduous  task  of  making  decisions  on 
behalf  of  the  people  of  the  U.S.  on  matters  of  the 
greatest  import. 

War  is  not  the  answer  to  the  brutality  of  Saddam 
Hussein  or  to  the  threats  posed  by  alleged  weapons 
of  mass  destruction  and  terrorism.  Democracy, 
peace,  and  human  rights  cannot  be  achieved  through 
military  action.  Rather,  the  tools  of  diplomacy  and 
international  cooperation  need  to  be  strengthened 
and  expanded. 

We  believe  the  Bush  Administration  is  introducing  a 
new  and  dangerous  element  in  foreign  policy  by 
asserting  the  right  of  the  U.S.  to  change  the  govern¬ 
ments  of  other  countries  through  preemptive  war. 

We  fear  a  new  world  order  based  on  military  might 
is  being  constructed  by  our  government.  The  real 
path  to  security  lies  in  a  strengthened  global  civil 
scxriety  based  on  mutual  trust  and  respect,  the  rule  of 
international  law,  and  removal  of  the  roots  of  vio¬ 
lence  and  war. 


Our  leaders  know  the  U.S.  is  unrivaled  in  military, 
political,  and  economic  power;  but  national  pride  is 
spilling  over  into  arrogance  and  hubris.  This  Ameri¬ 
can  empire  will  brook  no  determined  opposition. 

The  Administration  and  some  Members  of  Congress 
seem  to  have  chosen  for  themselv^es  a  role  of  Biblical 
proportions  -  we  are  righteous  and  they  are  evil. 

Yet,  history  demonstrates  that  human  conflicts  are 
nev^er  so  simple.  We  all  share  a  common  humanity 
and  are  often  complicit  in  the  problems  we  face. 

We  see  enormous  dangers  pending  in  our  world: 
the  global  AIDS  crisis,  poverty,  environmental 
destruction,  racism,  genocide,  weapons  proliferation, 
and  human  rights  abuses.  Where  is  the  attention  to 
these  crises?  We  share  the  deep  yearning  of  our 
friends  and  neighbors,  who  sense  that  something  is 
terribly  wrong  with  our  national  value  system,  who 
want  to  take  relevant  action,  but  are  being  presented 
only  one  option:  war. 

We  know  from  experience  and  faith  that  violence 
cannot  overcome  violence,  and  that  cycles  of  hatred 
can  be  interrupted  by  acts  of  creati\'e  nonviolence, 
conflict  resolution,  and  courageous  love.  Let  us  all 
follow  the  healer's  rule:  "First,  do  no  harm."  Let  us 
use  the  preeminent  power  of  the  United  States  to 
change  our  direction  and  reject  violence,  building  up 
international  institutions  that  promote  economic  and 
political  justice.  In  this  way,  the  lives  of  our  children 
and  grandchildren  -  and  their  contemporaries  the 
world  over  -  can  be  liberated  from  the  terror  and 
threat  our  present  generation  is  enduring.  ■ 
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seeks  to  follow  the  leadings  of  the  Spir¬ 
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minded  Friends.  Views  expressed  in 
FCNL's  Washhtgtou  Neii'sletter  are  guid¬ 
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10  Reasons  to  Oppose  War  with  Iraq 

The  Bush  Administration  is  proposing  a  unilateral,  preemptive  war  with 
Iraq.  Although  we  regard  all  war  as  unjustifiable,  w'e  offer  the  follow'ing 
thoughts  for  those  who  hold  that  some  wars  may  be  just. 

1.  The  government  of  Iraq  does  not  pose  an  imminent  threat  to  the  U.S. 

2.  A  preemptive,  unilateral  U.S.  military  strike  would  undermine 
efforts  to  bring  to  justice  those  who  helped  carry  out  the  September 
11  attacks  and  hinder  efforts  to  reduce  acts  of  international  terror. 

3.  The  U.S.  and  the  UN  have  not  exhausted  all  alternatives  to  w'ar. 

4.  Few  in  the  U.S.  or  around  the  world  support  preemptive,  unilateral 
U.S.  military  action  against  Iraq. 

5.  A  preemptive  U.S.  attack  against  Iraq  would  set  a  dangerous  interna¬ 
tional  precedent. 

6.  War  in  Iraq  risks  a  humanitarian  disaster. 

7.  There  is  no  guarantee  that  a  different  Iraqi  regime  would  be  an 
improvement  with  respect  to  democracy,  human  rights,  disarma¬ 
ment,  or  maintaining  peaceful  relations  with  its  neighbors. 

8.  If  the  U.S.  were  to  opt  for  a  unilateral  attack,  it  would  bear  the  full 
costs  of  war. 

9.  The  United  States'  record  for  picking  allies  and  installing  democra¬ 
cies  in  other  countries  is  dismal. 

10.  International  pressure  can  effectively  deter  Saddam  Hussein  from 
acts  of  military  aggression. 

For  more  information,  pjlcase  read  “Ten  Reasons  to  Opypose  A  Unilateral,  Pre¬ 
emptive  War  Against  Iraq.”  It  is  available  on  FCNL's  web  site  at 
<www.fcnl.or^/issiies/int/siip/iraq_10_talk^-pts.Iitm>.  Or,  contact  FCNL  and 
request  document  G-02-066F.  ■ 


FCNUs  Annual  Meeting! 

When;  November  7-10, 2002 

Where:  Wyndham  Washington  DC  Hotel 

Theme:  Speaking  Truth  to  Power:  Voices  for  Peace, 

Justice,  and  Reconciliation 

Registration  for  Annual  Meeting: 

Online:  Go  to  <wwnv.fcnl.org>.  Click  on  the  link.  Use  this  to  submit 
credit  card  information  (online  or  by  fax)  or  to  pay  by  check. 

Mail-in:  Contact  Lauren  Bladen-White  at  FCNL  (8(X)-630-1330  ext.  122)  or 
email  <lauren@fcnl.org>  to  obtain  a  registration  packet. 

Hotel  Accommodations:  Please  call  the  Wyndham  Washington  EX2 
Hotel  directly  at  202-429-1700  or  800-996-3426.  (Meeting  registration 
does  not  include  room  registration.) 

Questions:  Please  contact  Lauren  Bladen- White. 
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The  White  House  Draft  Joint  Resolution 


On  September  19,  the  White  House  sent  to  Congress 
proposed  language  for  a  congressional  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  to  authorize  the  use  of  U.S.  armed  force  against 
Iraq.  Following  a  two-page  review  of  the  evidence 
and  relative  authorities  for  such  an  authorization,  a 
short  concluding  paragraph  states  the  proposed  law. 


the  United  Nations  Security  Council  Resolutions  refer¬ 
enced  above,  defend  the  national  security  interests  of  the 
United  States  a^ahist  the  threat  posed  by  Iraq,  and  restore 
international  peace  and  security  to  the  region." 

Analysis 


The  President  is  authorized  to  use  all  means  that  he  What  are  the  United  States'  obligations  as  a  mem- 

determines  to  be  appropriate,  including  force,  to  enforce  ber  of  the  UN?  The  UN  Security  Council,  not  the 

U.S.,  is  responsible  for  declaring  when  international 
peace  and  security  have  been  breached  and  by  what 
means  peace  and  security  will  be  restored.  The  draft 
resolution  does  not  commit  the  U.S.  to  working 
cooperatively  through  the  UN. 

Will  the  President  allow  a  reasonable  time  for  UN 
weapons  inspections  and  destruction  to  be  carried 
out  successfully  before  pursuing  other  actions? 

The  international  community  strongly  supports  a 
resumption  of  UN  inspections. 

Should  there  be  limits  on  what  constitutes  the 
"appropriate"  use  of  force?  The  resolution,  as  draft¬ 
ed,  could  be  interpreted  to  allow  for  the  possible  use 
of  nuclear  weapons. 

How  would  a  massive,  preemptive,  unilateral  U.S. 
assault  on  Iraq  "restore  peace  and  security  to  the 
region"?  Such  an  assault  could  exacerbate  the 
underlying  instability  that  permeates  the  region. 

Could  the  resolution,  as  drafted,  be  interpreted  to 
authorize  the  President  to  attack  Iran  or  other 
countries?  The  geographic  boundaries  of  "the 
region"  are  not  defined. 

How  long  will  this  authorization  remain  in  effect? 
There  is  no  date  of  expiration. 

If  Congress  passed  this  resolution,  would  it  sur¬ 
render  its  constitutional  responsibilities  to  draft 
laws  and  authorize  funds  for  these  operations? 

The  draft  resolution  does  not  provide  for  the  essen¬ 
tial  role  Ctmgress  must  play  ox  erseeing  U.S.  foreign 
and  military  policies. 

How  will  Congress  know  when  the  "successful 
defense"  of  U.S.  national  security  interests  has 
been  achieved?  As  written,  this  could  authorize  a 
virtually  limitless  and  endless  war.  ■ 


I  Another  Courageous  Stand 

Last  September,  in  the  wake  of  the  attacks  on 
the  World  Trade  Center  and  Pentagon,  Congress 
rushed  to  pass  a  joint  resolution  authorizing 
military  action  against  those  responsible  for  the 
attacks.  The  vote  was  nearly  unanimous:  98-0  in 
the  Senate;  420-1  in  the  House.  The  lone  dis¬ 
senting  vote  was  cast  by  Rep.  Barbara  Lee  (CA) 
who  stood  fast  for  her  convictions  and  those  of 
her  constituents. 

Now,  one  year  later.  Congress  is  again  debating 
a  joint  resolution  to  authorize  the  use  of  U.S. 
military  force,  this  time  against  Iraq.  The  White 
House  draft  resolution  would  grant  the  Presi¬ 
dent  a  virtual  blank  check  to  wage  war  through¬ 
out  the  region.  Congressional  leaders  are  work¬ 
ing  with  the  White  House  to  draft  alternative 
language.  The  changes  are  not  expected  to 
restrain  significantly  the  President's  options. 

However,  also  on  Sept.  19,  Rep.  Lee  introduced 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  473  (H.  Con.  Res. 
473).  This  is  a  non-binding  resolution  "express¬ 
ing  the  sense  of  Congress  with  respect  to  the 
importance  of  the  United  States  working 
through  the  United  Nations  to  assure  Iraq's 
compliance  with  United  Nations  Security  Coun¬ 
cil  resolutions  and  advance  peace  and  security 
in  the  Persian  Gulf  region. .  .through  mecha¬ 
nisms  such  as  the  resumption  of  weapons 
inspections,  negotiation,  enquiry,  mediation, 
regional  arrangements,  and  other  peaceful 
means." 

We  applaud  Rep.  Lee  for  her  consistent  and 
courageous  voice  for  peaceful  resolution  of 
deadly  conflict.  In  years  to  come,  the  wisdom  of 
her  leadership  will  become  evident. 
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Annan  and  Bush 


On  Sept.  12,  President  Bush  spoke  to  the  UN 
General  Assembly  on  the  twin  threats  of  Iraq  and 
terrorism.  UN  Secretary-General  Kofi  Annan 
pointedly  addressed  the  General  Assembly  first. 
Annan  also  sent  an  advance  copy  of  his  remarks  to 
the  White  House. 

It  was  immediately  apparent  that  both  men  were 
speaking  to  audiences  beyond  the  General 
Assembly.  The  President's  other  audiences  were 
those  who  have  criticized,  sometimes  ver)^  harshly, 
his  calls  for  regime  change  in  Iraq.  These  included 
numerous  European  leaders,  members  of  Congress 
from  both  parties,  people  across  the  U.S.,  and  the 
Arab  and  Muslim  world.  Opinion  polls  have  shown 
sizeable  blocs  (stimetimes  a  majoriW)  of  "the  street" 
in  European  countries  and  in  the  U.S.  opposed  to 
military  action,  especially  unilateral  action.  Arab 
leaders  ha\  e  feared  that  unilateral  U.S.  military 
intervention  to  topple  Saddam  Hussein  would 
dangerously  exacerbate  the  chronic  instability  of  the 
entire  Middle  East. 

Secretan'-General  Annan's  other  audiences  were  the 
U.S.  Administration  and  Congress.  He  explicitly 
linked  the  primacy  of  the  traditional  rule  of  law 
within  nations  to  a  new,  higher  standard:  the  rule  of 
law  among  nations  —  that  is,  international  law. 

Bush  and  Annan's  comments  also  were  directed 
toward  two  common  audiences.  The  first  was  Iraq, 
which  was  warned  by  both  to  obey  UN  resolutions 
or  face  consequences.  The  second  was  the  Security 
Council,  which  has  responsibility  to  pass  and 
enforce  resolutions  affecting  peace  and  security. 

Since  Sept.  12,  many  gox  emments  have  hedged  their 
earlier  opposition  to  action  by  the  United  States  in 
the  event  Iraq  fails  to  comply  with  a  new  UN 
resolution  under  discussion.  All  such  changes, 
however,  are  predicated  on  tw'o  crucial  points:  that 
military  invasion  will  not  be  the  first  option,  and 
that  whatever  action  is  authorized  by  a  new 
resolution  will  be  multilateral.  The  Administration 
is  pushing  for  UN  action  within  four  weeks. 


Speech  Comparison 

On  September  11,  2001: 

Annan:  "The  terrorist  attacks  of  that  day.. .requires  a 
broad,  sustained  and  global  response  [that]  can  only 
succeed  if  we  make  full  use  of  multilateral 
institutions." 

Bush:  "We've  accomplished  much  in  the  last  year 
[since  Sept.  11,  2001]  —  in  Afghanistan  and  beyond. 
We  have  much  yet  to  do  —  in  Afghanistan  and 
beyond." 

On  international  law: 

Annan:  "Every  gov'ernment  that  is  committed  to  the 
rule  of  law  at  home,  must  be  committed  also  to  the 
rule  of  law  abroad.  And  all  States  have  a  clear 
interest,  as  well  as  clear  responsibility,  to  uphold 
international  law  and  maintain  international  order." 

Bush:  "We  created  the  United  Nations  Security 
Council  so  that  our  resolutions  would  be  more  than 
wishes. . .  .[W]e  dedicated  ourselves. .  .to  a  system  of 
security'  defended  by  all." 

On  international  security: 

Annan:  "International  security  is  not  a  zero-sum 
game.  The  more  peace,  security  and  freedom  any 
one  State  has,  the  more  its  neighbors  are  likely  to 
have." 

Bush:  "Our  common  security  is  challenged  by 
regional  conflicts. . .  .Abov  e  all,  our  principles  and 
our  security  are  challenged  today  by  outlaw'  groups 
and  regimes." 

On  collective  response  to  security  challenges: 
Annan:  "[The  UN  founders]  recognized  that,  by 
agreeing  to  exercise  sovereignty  together,  they  could 
gain  a  hold  ov'er  problems  that  w'ould  defeat  any 
one  of  them  acting  alone. . .  .Ev'en  the  most  powerful 
countries  know'  that  they  need  to  w'ork  with  others, 
in  multilateral  institutions,  to  achieve  their  aims." 

Bush:  "In  one  place  —  in  one  regime  —  we  find. .  .the 
kind  of  aggressive  threat  the  United  Nations  was 
bom  to  confront. . .  .Tw'elve  years  ago,  [Iraq's] 
aggression  w'as  stopped  —  by  the  might  of  coalition 
forces  and  the  will  of  the  United  Nations." 


lernm,  .. 
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at  the  UN 


On  international  trust: 

Annan:  "The  more  a  country  makes  use  of 
multilateral  institutions,  the  more  others  will  trust 
and  respect  it,  and  the  stronger  its  chances  to 
exercise  true  leadership." 

Bush:  No  reference 

On  international  legitimacy  when  using  force: 
Annan:  "Any  State,  if  attacked,  retains  the  inherent 
right  of  self-defence. . .  .But  beyond  that,  when  States 
decide  to  use  force  to  deal  with  broader  threats  to 
international  peace  and  security,  there  is  no 
substitute  for  the  unique  legitimacy  provided  by  the 
United  Nations." 

Bush:  No  reference 

On  the  role  of  the  Security  Council: 

Annan:  The  existence  of  an  effective  international 
security  systems  depends. .  .on  the  Council  having 
the  political  will  to  act. . .  .The  primary  criterion  for 
putting  an  issue  on  the  Council's  agenda  should  not 
be  the  receptiveness  of  the  parties,  but  the  existence 
of  a  grave  threat  to  world  peace." 

Bush:  No  reference 

On  current  threats  to  world  peace  and  actions  to 
remove  the  threats: 

Annan: 

■  Israel-Palestine:  adhere  to  Resolutions  242,  338, 
1397. 

■  Iraq:  accept  UN  weapcms  inspectors  as  the 
"indispensable  first  step. . .  .If  Iraq's  defiance 
continues,  the  Security  Council  must  face  its 
responsibilities." 

■  Afghanistan:  help  "to  extend  [government] 
authority  throughout  the  country.  .  .[and  aid] 
donors  must  follow  through  on  their 
commitments." 

■  South  Asia:  "Given  two  countries  with  nuclear 
capability. .  .the  underlying  cause  [of  their 
dispute]  must  be  addressed." 

Bush: 

■  Israel-Palestine:  "In  the  Middle  East,  there  can  be 
no  peace  for  either  side  without  freedom  for  both 
sides." 


■  Iraq:  "The  conduct  of  the  Iraqi  regime  is  a 
threat. .  .to  peace. . .  .If  the  Iraqi  regime  w^ants 
peace,  it  will. .  .remove  or  destroy  all  weapons  of 
mass  destruction,  long-range  missiles,  and  all 
related  material.  .  .end  all  support  for 
terrorism. .  .cease  persecution  of  its  civilian 
population.  .  .release  or  account  for  all  Gulf 
War  personnel  whose  fate  is  still  unknown. . . 
[and]  end  all  illicit  trade  outside  the  oil-for-ftxxi 
program." 

On  international  versus  national  interests: 

Annan:  "Let  us  all  recognise,  from  now  on. .  .that  the 
global  interest  is  our  national  interest" 

Bush:  "We  must  stand  up  for  our  security,  and  for  the 
permanent  rights  and  the  hopes  of  mankind. . .  .[T]he 
United  States  of  America  will  make  that  stand. 

And. .  .the  United  Nations.  .  .[has]  the  power  to 
make  that  stand,  as  w'ell." 

On  imminence  of  the  Iraqi  threat: 

Annan:  No  reference 

Bush:  "Saddam  Hussein's  regime  is  a  grave  and 
gathering  danger"  and  its  conduct  "a  threat  to  the 
authority  of  the  United  Nations,  and  a  threat  to 
peace." 

On  regime  change  in  Iraq: 

Annan:  No  reference 

Bush:  "Liberty  for  the  Iraqi  people  is  a  great  moral 
cause  and  a  great  strategic  goal.  The  people  of  Iraq 
deserve  it;  the  security  of  all  nations  requires  it." 

On  action  in  case  of  continued  Iraqi  defiance: 
Annan:  "If  Iraq's  defiance  continues,  the  SecuriW 
Council  must  face  its  responsibilities." 

Bush:  "If  Iraq's  regime  defies  us  again,  the  world 
must  move  deliberately,  decisiv’ely  to  hold  Iraq  to 
account. . .  .Security  Council  resolutions  will  be 
enforced  —  the  just  demands  of  peace  and  security 
will  be  met  —  or  action  will  be  unavoidable.  And  a 
regime  that  has  lost  its  legitimacy  will  also  lose  its 
power." 


(continued  on  pa^e  6) 
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Annan  and  Bush  (continued  from  5) 

Analysis 

The  two  speeches  paralleled  each  other  on  the  first 
four  main  points.  Notably,  each  referred  to  the  rule 
of  law,  Annan  explicitly.  Bush  by  calling  for  a 
securiU'  system  that  is  more  than  “wishes."  Both 
men  a\so  spoke  about  international  or  common 
security  as  a  principle  to  be  upheld.  Brandishing  his 
“multilateral  credentials"  in  this  section.  Bush  also 
announced  that  the  U.S.  will  rejoin  UNESCO 
(United  Nations  Educational,  Scientific  and  Cultural 
Organization). 

Annan  detailed  three  other  major  threats,  but  Bush 
mentioned  only  the  Palestinian-lsraeli  conflict,  and 
seemed  to  do  so  almost  as  an  afterthought  (perhaps 
prompted  by  his  adyanced  kxik  at  Annan's  text). 
The  President  dex  oted  only  four  sentences  to  Israel- 
Palestine  compared  to  ten  in  Annan's  shorter  talk. 

From  this  point  on,  the  two  speeches  diyerged 
sharply  in  tone  ev  en  when  they  addressed  the  same 
themes.  For  example,  while  Bush  minutely  detailed 
Iraqi  non-compliance  with  preyious  UN  resolutions, 
Annan's  remarks  were  geared  more  to  what  Iraq 
must  do  to  come  into  compliance.  Similarly,  with 
regard  to  the  obligations  of  the  UN  in  dealing  with 
Iraq,  the  Secretary  -General's  theme  was  the  need  for 
collectiye  action  under  the  aegis  of  the  Security 
Council.  And,  although  not  speaking  directly  to  the 
probability'  that  military  action  would  result  should 
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Iraqi  defiance  on  UN  resolutions  continue,  he 
cautioned  the  Security  Council  that  it  would  haye  to 
“face  its  responsibilities"  should  Iraq  not  fully 
cooperate. 

Annan  referred  to  the  plight  of  the  Iraqi  people 
under  sanctions,  tying  the  ex  entual  lifting  of 
sanctions  to  Iraq's  compliance  with  UN  resolutions 
on  the  return  of  inspectors  and  the  elimination  of 
Iraq's  WMD.  Bush,  in  his  speech,  shifted  the 
argument  from  relieying  the  impact  of  sanctions  to 
“liberty'"  for  the  Iraqi  people.  He  declared  its 
realization  a  moral  cause,  a  strategic  goal,  deserx  ed 
by  Iraqis,  and  necessary  for  world  peace. 

Deserx  ed  it  might  be,  and  morally  desirable,  but 
who  will  define  the  extent  of  this  new  liberty,  who 
will  defend  it?  If  it  is,  as  President  Bush  asserted,  a 
strategic  goal  (presumably  of  the  United  States),  his 
statement  conflates  morality  with  U.S.  self-interest,  a 
highly  questionable  proposition. 

Giyen  the  dictatorial  regime  in  Iraq  today  (despite 
the  trappings  of  representatix'e  gox'ernment), 
“liberty'"  cannot  be  reached  withc')ut  changing  the 
gox'erning  elite,  that  is,  regime  change.  Pres.  Bush 
made  this  point  quite  explicitly  when,  after  declaring 
(but  offering  no  new  prooO  that  Saddam  Hussein  is 
“a  graye  and  gathering  danger,"  he  declared  that 
Security'  Council  resolutions  will  be  enforced, 
presumably  by  a  UN  empowered  coalition,  or  action 
xvill  be  taken,  presumably  by  the  United  States,  to 
deprix'e  the  regime  of  power  [emphases  added]. 

In  the  end,  the  difference  comes  down  to  this: 
President  Bush  inx  ites  the  UN  to  accept  the  U.S. 
national  case  against  Saddam  Hussein  and  to  join 
the  United  States  in  "acting"  to  ensure  international 
security  by  compelling  Saddam  Hussein  to  comply 
with  UN  resolutions.  If  Hussein  fails  to  comply,  the 
regime  xvill  "lose  power."  Gix  en  the  regime's  hold 
on  the  lex'ers  of  power,  this  means  militarx'  action. 

Secretary'-General  Annan,  while  insisting  that  the 
Security  Council  must  become  inx'olyed  whenex  er 
there  is  "a  graye  danger  to  world  peace,"  turns  the 
Bush  argument  on  its  head  by  affirmmg  a 
fundamental  multilateral  principle.  Eyery  nation 
must  hax'e  regard  for  the  global  interest  first  as  it 
formulates  policy  in  its  national  interest.  In  today's 
interdependent  world,  any  other  course  is  counter- 
prcxiuctix'e.  ■ 
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A  Growing  Chorus  for  Peace 


Congressional  offices  are  receiving  tens  of  thousands 
of  calls,  emails,  and  faxes  from  citizens  who  oppose 
an  expanded  war  with  Iraq.  Thousands  of  emails 
and  faxes  have  been  sent  from  FCNL's  legislative 
action  center  alone  in  recent  weeks.  Districts  as 
div'erse  as  rural  South  Carolina  and  Iowa  and  urban 
New  York,  Pittsburgh,  Cleveland,  and  Berkeley  are 
all  reporting  ov'erwhelming  opposition.  Your  mes¬ 
sages  are  building  a  core  of  congressional  opposition 
to  a  war  with  Iraq. 

Please  keep  up  the  good  work.  Please  continue  to 
make  a  visible  witness  for  peace.  Help  members  of 
Congress  hear  the  voice  of  the  people  of  the  U.S. 

■  Write  a  letter  to  the  editor  opposing  war  and 
urging  the  U.S.  to  w^ork  through  the  UN. 
Mention  your  member  of  Congress. 


■  Call  a  radio  talk  show;  voice  your  opposition  to 
an  expanded  war  with  Iraq. 

■  Invite  others  to  join  you  in  lobby  \  isits  to  your 
legislators'  local  offices. 

■  Attend  local  campaign  events.  Ask  about  Iraq. 

■  Organize  a  peace  rally  or  teach-in  on  Iraq.  Invite 
candidates  for  Congress  to  participate.  Invite  the 
press. 

■  Use  the  resources  on  FCNL's  web  site 
<www.fcnl.org>.  New  materials  on  Iraq  are 
added  almost  every  day. 

■  Donate  now  to  support  FCNL's  efforts  to  prevent 
an  expanded  war  with  Iraq.  (Please  see  the  box 
on  page  6  for  donation  information.)  ■ 


Blinked  (continued  from  page  8) 

the  chief  U.N.  weapons  inspector,  has  already  met 
once  with  Iraqi  officials  to  discuss  these  and  other 
"practicalities,"  and  another  meeting  is  scheduled. 
The  United  States  should  fully  support  Blix  so  that 
Saddam  Hussein's  pledge  can  be  tested  while  world 
unanimity  remains.  Appropriately,  the  moral  and 
legal  burdens  are  now  in  Saddam  Hussein's  court. 

Similarly,  Iraq  and  the  United  States  must  not  get 
bogged  down  in  a  controversy  that  tries  to  pit  U.S. 
demands  for  unfettered  access  and  freedom  of  action 
for  inspectors  against  Iraq's  call  for  the  UN  to 
respect  Iraq's  sov'ereignty,  territorial  integrity,  and 
political  independence.  These  are  not  irreconcilable 
positions;  indeed,  the  United  States  is  publicly  com¬ 
mitted  to  maintaining  Iraq  as  a  unified  state  with 
complete  sov'ereignty  over  its  territory^ 

Sustaining  the  international  consensus 

Caution  is  warranted  because  of  Iraq's  record  of 
defying  UN  resolutions.  But  caution  must  not 
become  an  impediment  to  speedily  re-establishing 
an  effective  inspection  and,  as  necessary,  an  effecti\'e 
weapons  destruction  regime.  The  world  stands 
united  on  Iraq's  obligations  as  it  has  not  been  since 


August  1990  when  Iraq  invaded  Kuw'ait  in  clear  vio¬ 
lation  of  international  law.  This  unanimity  should 
remain  as  long  as  the  inspection  team's  work  is  seen 
as  impartial  and  directed  solely  towards  carrying 
out  UN  resolutions.  In  a  word,  there  must  be  no 
hidden  national  agendas  superimposed  on  the 
inspection  team. 

All  this  may  seem  like  a  well-traveled,  deeply  rutted 
road  that  stretches  beyond  the  horizon.  But  today 
Saddam's  horizons  have  been  sharply  limited.  His 
options  are  down  to  one,  and  he  knows  that.  The 
irony  is  that  the  Iraqi  offer  has  also  brought  the 
U.S.'s  horizon  into  sharp  focus.  The  U.S.  can  act  "in 
good  conscience"  and  test  the  extent  of  Saddam's 
sincerity,  or  it  can  spurn  the  offer  and  risk  fracturing 
the  current  consensus.  To  choose  the  latter  is  to  con¬ 
tinue  down  the  rutted  road;  it  would  be  uncon¬ 
scionable  given  the  high  stakes  in  human  lives  and 
national  treasure.  To  choose  the  former  is,  in  Presi¬ 
dent  Bush's  words,  "to  stand  up  for  our  security  and 
for  the  permanent  rights  and  the  hopes  of 
mankind."  ■ 

This  analifsis  was  prepared  Inj  Dan  Smith,  U.S.  Army 
Col.  (Ret.),  Senior  Fellow  on  Militari/  Affairs  for  FCNL. 
Dan  is  a  graduate  of  West  Pond  and  a  Vietnam  veteran. 
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INSIDE  IRAQ,  THE  U.S.,  AND  THE  UN  No.  669,  September  2(M)2 

Has  Iraq  Blinked? 


The  Sept.  16  announcement  by  UN  Secretary-Gener¬ 
al  Kofi  Annan  that  Iraq  had  agreed  to  “uncondition¬ 
al"  weapons  inspections  introduced  a  new  dynamic 
that  the  UN  and  the  U.S.  cannot  dismiss  without 
further  exploration. 

Yes,  as  President  Bush  described  in  his  Sept.  12  UN 
speech,  Iraq  has  made  similar  pledges  before,  and 
then  reneged  on  those  promises.  But,  at  the  time 
Iraq  was  obstructing  earlier  inspections,  the  UN 
Securit)^  Council  was  divided  over  the  protocols  of 
the  inspection  regime  and  over  the  legitimacy  of 
sanctions  that  harmed  the  Iraqi  people  while  seem¬ 
ingly  leaving  the  regime  untouched.  National  self- 
interest  rather  than  global  security  also  played  into 
the  divisions  as  countries  jockeyed  for  potential 
lucrative  oil  contracts  were  Iraq  to  be  fully  reinte¬ 
grated  into  the  world  economy.  Moreover,  many 
Arab  countries  opposed  economic  sanctions  (on 
humanitarian  grounds)  and  the  continuing  U.S./UK 
military  enforcement  of  the  nofly  zones  over  the 
northern  and  southern  thirds  of  Iraq  (on  grounds 
that  it  violates  Iraqi  sovereignty). 

Strengthened  ITN  resolve 

Since  Sept.  12,  the  resolve  of  the  United  Nations  and 
the  Arab  League  have  coalesced  around  the  com¬ 
bined  messages  deliv  ered  by  Secretarv-General 
Annan  and  President  Bush.  Secretary  General 
Annan  told  the  UN  -  and  the  members  of  the  Secu¬ 
rity  Council  in  particular  -  that  it  must  fully 
embrace  its  collective  responsibility  to  develop  and 
implement  an  effective  international  security  system. 


Pres.  Bush  emphasized  that  the  continuing  legitima¬ 
cy  of  the  UN  rested  on  its  willingness  to  ensure 
implementation  of  Security  Council  resolutions. 

And,  while  the  President's  coercive  rhetoric  clearly 
went  beyond  the  Secretary-General's  call  for  Iraq  to 
accept  weapons  inspectors  as  “the  indispensable 
first  step,"  together  these  speeches  provided  energy 
for  a  renewed  effort  to  prod  Iraq  to  meet  its  obliga¬ 
tions  under  international  law. 

Making  a  weapons  inspection  regime 
succeed 

The  Administration's  reported  initial  reaction  dis¬ 
missed  the  Iraqi  overture,  saying  that  “it  did  not 
change  (the  U.S.]  posture  one  bit."  For  the  Adminis¬ 
tration,  the  issue  is  not  weapons  inspections  but 
immediately  beginning  to  disarm  Iraq's  chemical, 
biological,  and  nuclear  weapons  and  long-range 
missiles.  Indeed,  at  first  glance,  the  Iraqi  statement 
seems  to  justify  this  White  House  reaction,  for  it 
mentions  a  need  to  discuss  “practical  arrangements" 
and  insists  that  the  UN  have  due  regard  for  Iraq's 
“sovereignty,  territorial  integrity,  and  political  inde¬ 
pendence." 

But  “immediate  disarmament"  cannot  proceed  with¬ 
out  an  international  inspection  and  verification  team 
going  into  Iraq  and  assessing  the  state  of  Iraq's  cur¬ 
rent  weapons  and  potential  to  develop  further  stcxrk- 
piles.  The  international  inspectors  must  establish  at 
least  one  base  of  operations,  communications,  and  a 
logistics  channel  to  support  their  work.  Hans  Blix, 

(continued  on  page  7) 


